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Correspondence respecting the Dues levied by the Suez 





Canal Company. 





No. I. 


Mr. Farrer to Mr. Lister.—(Received January <7.) 


tm — 


Sir, Whitehall Gardens, January 26. 1880. 

I AM directed hy the Board of Trade to transmit a copy of a festee and its 
inclosure, received from Messrs. Glover and Son, calling attention to the charges levied by 
the Suez Canal Company under the heads of Pilotage and Light Dues. 

According to the statements of Messrs. Glover, it would appear that the charges in 
respect of pilotage and lights are far more than sufficient to pay for those services. 

It appears to the Board of Trade that inquiry should be made of the British 
Directors of the Company with the view of ascertaining whether the facts are as stated, 
and, if so, whether the present practice is justified by the terms of the concession and by 
subsequent arrangements. 

The point is important, inasmuch as the Company would appear to have no right 
to make a profit for themselves over and above what they are entitled to make out of 
the tonnage dues. 

I am to add that, in the opinion of this Board, the suggestion made by 
Messrs. Glover for the establishment in London of an office where ship-owners might deal 
directly with the Company is one which well deserves consideration, both for the sake of 
the Company and the ship-owners. 

I have, &c. 
(Signed) T. H. FARRER, 





loclosure in No. 1. 
Messrs. Glover and Son to Mr. Farrer. 


Sir 22, Great St. Helens, London, January 13, 1880. 

WE take the liberty of directing your attention to the very excessive charges levied 
by the Suez Canal Company under the names of Pilotages and Light Dues. 

In illustration of the former, we mention that on the recent passage of one of our 
steamers through the Canal the charge for pilotage was nearly 524, (1,296 fr.) ; the charge 
for light dues was about 21/7. The tonnage of the vessel was 1,211, and the amount of 
tax with which she was charged for passing through was 649/. 16s. 2d., from which facts 
you will observe that under the names of Lights and Pilotages charges are made amounting 
to more than ]1] per cent. on the due authorized. 

So far as the pilotage charge is concerned, we add that it is a rate of remuneration 
equal to about 261. per day of the pilot’s service, whereas we do not suppose the pilot 
himself receives one-fifth of this sum. The light charge must also be largely in excess of 


its cost. 
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In consideration of so large a sum as 649/. 16s. 2d. for passing dues, we submit that 
the Canal Company ought to pay all the lighting and pilotage expenses by which its 
traffic is made possible by day and by night, and its revenue thereby increased. 

The sanctioned rate of tax, in fact, should be the only charge to which vessels 
using the Canal are subject. By the inclosed extract from our account, you will observe 
that the passing of a vessel through the Canal is made the occasion of a bill of charges 
from which the ship-owner ought to be saved by the enormous payment he makes for the 
privilege of passing through. 

We submit further that, as by far the largest part of the Canal revenue comes from 
British subjects, the Canal Company should be urged to have an office in London where 
ship-owners might deal directly with it, and credits for Canal dues could be opened so as 
to secure transit without any additional charges. 

On these grounds we most respectfully ask that representations may be made to the 
Suez Canal Conmipany through the English Representatives on its direction, with a view to 
reducing the cost of transit to the amount of dues sanctioned, and compelling the Canal 
Company to pay for its lights and pilot service as part of the consideration for which the 
Canal dues are paid, instead of makin these items an excuse for the exaction of further 
profits from ship-owners. 





We are, &e. 
(Signed) GLOVER anp Son. 
Sunrz Canal Charges. 
Caxat Dees, 
Fr Fr. ¢. 
Tonnage dues on 1,553°77 tons, at 12 fr. per ton ee ~- 16,245 2 
Pilotage duce on 6°48 m. at 20 fr. perd.m, .. as «« 1,296 00 
———-——— 17,541 24 
DisnvuasemEnts. 
Light does V5 ie Fa = a 5 626 50 
Customs anid port clearing... es ; es 10 00 
Mooring and anmooring =... oe ee ee ee 15 00 
Bill of health ** * ** ‘* ** ** 30 00 
Telegram to Suez . Se oe a os ve 2 60 
Postage (usual charge) ** ** ** ** ** 6 24 
—_—--—— 590 35 
18,131 59 


(7251. Ss, 3d. at exebango 25 fr. = 1/4.) 





No. 2. 


Mr. Laster to the British Suez Canal Directors. 


No. 2. Commercial.) 
entlemen, Foreign Office, January 30, 1880. 

I AM directed by the Marquis of Salisbury to request that you will favour his 
Lordship with a Report upon the inclosed letter from the Board of Trade respecting a 
complaint made by Messrs. Glover with to the charges levied by the Suez Canal 
Company under the heads of Pilotage and Light Dues, 

Lam, &c. 
(Signed) T. V. LISTER. 





No. 3. 
The British Suez Canal Directors to the Marquis of Salisbury.—(Received March 6.) 


(No. 8. Commercial.) 
My Lord, Paris, March 4, 1880, 

IN acknowledging receipt of your Lordship’s caren of the 30th January last, for- 
warding a letter from the Board of Trade, anda complaint from Messrs. Glover and Son as 
to the excessive charges levied by the Suez Canal Company for pilotage and light dues, 
beige Aone on eta Aa a 

respect to the light dues, sanal Company is not in any wav responsible for 

their amount, nor do they affect its revenue, as they are simply levied by the Company for 
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the account of the Egyptian Government, according to a Tariff that has been in force for 
some years. 

As to pilotage, Messrs. Glover and Son assume that the navigation due is the only 
tax that the Company is authorized to levy, and they suppose that the charges for pilotage 
are not sanctioned, but are levied in an arbitrary manner by the Company with a yiew to 
increase its revenue, or, to use their own words, “are made an excuse for the exaction of 
further profits out of the shipping,” 

We desire, however, to call attention to the fact that, by the Act of Concession of 
the 5th January, 1856, Article 17, the Company is clearly authorized to levy pilotage, 
towage, and anchorage dues on vessels using the Canal, in addition to the navigation 
dues. 

In 1873, when the International Tonnage Commission of Constantinople, after 
taking into consideration this Act of Concession and the method of carrying out its 
prescriptions, recommended an arrangement of the difficulties then existing with regard to 
the tonnage on which these various dues were to be levied, the Ottorran Commissioner, 
specially authorized by his Government, declared that no modification should be intro- 
duced in the future in the dues for navigation, pilotage, towage, or anchorage without the 
consent of the Sublime Porte being given, after previous consultation and agreement with 
the various Powers interested. 

No modification has been made in these dues since that time, except the reduction 
in the surtax provided for in a special Convention. 

The pilotage dues would undoubtedly be heavy if the amount levied was intended 
only to cover the expenses of maintaining a corps of pilots to take vessels through the 
Canal, but, as stated in a fuof-note to Article 13 of the Regulations, which must be in 
the hands of Messrs. Glover and Son or their agents, in addition to paying the services 
rendered by the pilots, these dues are intended to cover a number of contingent expenses, 
such as the maintenance of a line of telegraph, with stations at each siding (fourteen 
offices in all), of beacons, sidings, watchmen, and signals over a length of 90 wiles, by 
means of which the regular working of the Canal navigation and the safety of vessels is 
insured, 

From the foregoing it will be seen that the Messrs. Glover and Son's complaint is 
entirely without foundation, and that the Company cannot be called upon to abolish these 
subsidiary dues. 

With respect to the wish expressed by Messrs, Glover and Son, that the Company 
should have an office in London, we have the honour to observe that the Company had 
an agent there up to a recent date, but that, since the appointment of the British Directors, 
there has been no need of such an agent in its communications with the Government, whilst 
in its dealings with those interested in trade no practical advantage would be likely to result 
from having an office in London. 

Any complaints that ship-owners wish to bring forward could not be settled there, as 
they must all be referred to the head office in Paris. No time, therefore, would be saved, 
as the ship-owners can make such communications equally well direct to Paris. 

As regards the facilities given by the Suez Canal Company for the payment of dues 
elsewhere than at the offices in Egypt, we have the honour to inclose a paper, with 
translation, showing how the payments can be made through the Bank of England, or 
banking houses in Paris and London. 

We have, &c. 


(Signed) J. STOKES, 
C. RIVERS WILSON. , 
EDWD. J. STANDEN. 





Inclosure in No. 3. 
Différents Modes de Paiement des Droits. 


FATES en espéces i Paris du montant des droits de passage d'un havire 

déterminé. | | 
Délivrance d'un bon de yirement constatant la somme versée. 
Acceptation de ce bon par Jes Agents du Transit comme argent. » 
En cas d'insuffisance de la somme versée, paiement de la difference par le 

capitaine. | 

: 2. Versements périodiques. | | 

Délivrance & chacun d’eux d'un bon de virement sans désignation des navires auxquels 

il s*applique. 
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Compte des armatcurs crédité vingt-quatre heures aprés les jours fixés pour les 
versements. 

Transmission aux frais des armateurs, d'un télégramme en Egypte, si un versement 
ordinaire n’est pas effectué par eux. 

De méme pour les versements extraordinaires, 

Dénonciations par simple lettre davis, 

3. Versements mensuels applicables aux droits de passage de navires indé- 
terminés. 

Délivrance d'un bon de virement pour chaque versement, 

4. Ouverture, pour un an, A des armateurs, par une Société de Crédit 4 Paris d'un 
crédit affecté spécialement a la garantie du paiement des droits de passage de navires a 
leur consignation. 

Remise en paiement A la Compagnie, A chaque passage de navire, d’une délégation 
tirée par les agents des armateurs & Port Said, sur la Soci¢té de Crédit et payable & deux 
jours de vue. 

Rembuursement 4 la Compagnie par la Société de Crédit, qui lui tient compte égale- 
ment des intéréts du jour du passage du navire au jour du paiement de la délégation, des 
frais de timbre auxquels celle-ci peut donner lieu. 

Envoi sar la demande des armateurs, et 4 leurs frais, de dépéches pour aviser leur 
agence du paiement des délégations. 

Dénonciations un mois a lavance. 

Anpulation des Conventions en cas de non-paiement d’une seule délégation. 

5. Paiement en un chéque de V’agent des armateurs sur une Société de Crédit de 
Paris, moyennant dépdt de titres dans la Caisse de l’'Administration Centrale, a titre de 
garantie du paiement de ce chéque. - 

Dénonciation un mois A layance. 

Annulation de la Convention et vente des titres déposés en cas de non-paiement d'un 
seul des chéques délivrés par l’agent des armateurs. 

6. Paiement en avance au moyen de cheques sur Londres. 

Transmission en Egypte aprés encaissement, et aux frais de larmateur d'un télé. 
gramme signalant aux Agents du Transit le montant net en francs effectifs produit par 
l'encaissement, dédaction faite de la commission de banque, &c. 

7. Versements par une Banque a Paris contre bons de virement applicables au passage 
de navires indéterminés. 

‘Le passage de chaque navire régle par un cheque sur la succursale de la dite Banque 
& Port Said, accepté par notre Caissier de Port Said avec imputation provisoire sur le 
credit disponible en raison des yersements faits A Paris, et encaissable le lendemain a la 
succursale de la Banque & Port Said. 

8. Paiement en traites émises par la Banque d’Angleterre et & quatorze jours de 
date, endossées par le consignataire, au nom et pour le compte de |l’armateur et payables a 
son ordre. 

Dénonciation a la volonté de la Compagnie. 


(Translation.) 
Different Methods of Payment of the Transit Dues. 
Payment in cash at Paris of the dues of a vessel intending to pass through the 
A receipt note (“bon de virement”) to be given for this payment, stating the amount 


id. 

os This “ bon de virement "’ to be accepted by the Transit Agents as money. 

In the event of the amount paid being too small, payment of the difference to be mado 
by the captain of the vessel. 

"9, By periodical payments at fixed dates. 

A “bon de virement” to be given for each payment made, without stating for wht 
vessel the payment is intended. 

The account of the ship-owner to be credited twenty-four hours after the date fixed 
for these payments. ; ; 

A telegram to be sent to Egypt, at the ship-owner’s expense, if the usual payment js 
not made. 

The same formality to be observed for extraordinary payments. 

The agreement may be cancelled by simple letter of advice. 
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3. By monthly payments made on account of vessels passing through the Canal. 

A “bon de virement” to be given for each payment. 

4. A yearly credit to be opened by the ship-owner with a Banking Company in Paris, 
which credit is to be specially affected towards guaranteeing the payment of dacs of 
vessels {reighted for passage through the Canal. 

At cvery passage of a vessel the ship-owner’s agent at Port Said is to hand over to 
the Canal Company an order for the amount of dues levied drawn on the Banking Company, 
and made payable at two days’ sight. 

Payment to the Canal Company by the bank of the amount of order, together with 
interest, from date of vessel's passage, until date of payment of order, as also of all stamp 
expenses incurred. 

Advice of payment of order to be sent by telegraph, at the request of the ship-owner, 
to his agent at Port Said. 

A month's notice to be give of intention to annul the agreement. 

The above arrangement to be cancelled in the event of a single order remaining 
unpaid. 

. 5. Payment by cheque drawn by the ageut at Port Said on a Bank in Paris, in con- 
sideration of a depost of securities at the cash office of the Central Administration of the 
Company, as a guarantee for the due payment of the cheque. 

A month's notice to be given of intention to annul this agreement. 

The arrangement to be cancelled, and the securities to be realized, in the event of one 
of the cheques drawn by the ship-owner’s agent remaining unpaid. 

6. Payment in advance by means of a cheque on London. 

On cashing the cheque, a telegram to be sent to Egypt, at the expense of the ship- 
owner, to the Transit Agents, stating the net produce in francs of the cheque, after 
deducting the costs of Bank commission, &c. 

7. Payments made by a Bank in Paris against “ bons de virement ” given in exchange 
for deposits made on account of vessels intending to pass through the Canal. 

1 passage of each vessel to be regulated by a cheque on the Port Said branch of 
the said Bank, accepted by the Company’s cashier there, under reserve of a sufficiency of 
credit available on account of the deposits made at Paris, and encashed the following day 
at the branch Bank at Port Said. 

8. Payment by Bank of England bills at fourteen days’ date, endorsed by the agent, 
in the name and for the account of the ship-owner, and payable to his order. 

This arrangement to be cancelled at the option of the Canal Company. 





No. 4. 
Mr. Lister to Mr. Farrer. 


Sir, Foreign Office, March 10, 1880, 

1 AM directed by the Marquis of Salisbury to transmit to you herewith, for the 
information of the Lords of Trade, a despatch from the British Directors of the Suez 
Canal Company containing observations on the letter from Messrs. Glover and Son, copy 
of which accompanied your letter of the 26th January last. 


lam, &c. 
(Signed) T. V. LISTER. 





No, 5. 
Mr. Trevor to Mr. Lister —(Received March 25.) 


ir, Whitehall Gardens, March 22, 1880, 

[ AM directed by the Board of Trade to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
the 10th instant, inclosing a despatch from the British “Directors of the Suez Canal 
Company in reply to the observations of Messrs. Glover and Son on the subject of 
pilotage and light dues, and in returning the inclosures, as requested, I am to state that a 
copy of the despatch has been forwarded to Messrs. Glover and Son. 

I have, &e 


(Signed) C, CECIL TREVOR, 





[286] Cc 








6 
No. 6. 
Mr. Gray to Mr. Lister—-(Received April 2.) 


Sir, Whitehall Gardens, April 1, 1880. 

I AM directed by the Board of Trade to transmit herewith copies of letters which 
they received from the owners and the inaster of the steam-ship “Horace,” of West 
Hartlepoul, relative to the working of the pilotage system in force in the Suez Canal and 
at Port Said; and I am to request that in laying these documents before the Marquis of 
Salisbury you will t, for his consideration, the propriety of causing the statements 
contained in them to be brought to the notice of the British Directors of the Suez Canal 
Company. 

I have, &c. 
(Signed) THOMAS GRAY. 





Inclosure } in No. 6. 


Mr. Lundwall to Mr. Trevor. 


Sir, Malta; March 20; 1880. 

HAVING heard several ship-masters complain, and their intention to make the same 
known to the Board of Trade, about the present inefficiency of the Suez Canali pilot 
service, and the detention steamers often have both in coming into Port Said Harbour 
from sea after sunset, and sometimes to get through the Canal, | also beg to state my 
case. 
The steam-ship “ Horace,” of which I am master, was over four days m coming 
through this last time, viz, from 2 P.w. on the 10th instant till 2°60 Par. on the 
14th instant, owing partly to strong wind, but mostly to the useless pilot we had from 
Ismailia to Port Said, and who could not speak any English whatever. 

I telegraphed to. the manager after arrival at the first station from Ismailia for 
another pilot, but was refused, and ordered to proceed. The answer was in Freneb, and 
there was nobody to translate it, as the station-master who brought it could only explain 
himself by signs. 

We subsequently unded several times, and also had a collision with another 
steamer, which all, I think, may have been avoided if we had got another pilot, The 
ship’s agents at Port Safd tell us they cannot do anything, as the Company will not 
listen to them, and therefore our only plan is to forward our complaints to the Board 
of Trade. 

If the Company cannot afford to keep a suflicient staff of pilots, masters ought to 
have at least the option of refusing a pilot who is unable to give any advice or assist in 
any way whatever to pilot a ship through, mone that with the risks of collision and the 
heavy expenses if ship goes aground, so as to be lightened we are anxious to get an 
able man as pilot. The pilotage paid, 1,214 fr. (for the steam-ship ‘* Horace” one way), 
ought to be sufficient to secure one. An English interpreter at the head office at least 
would be very desirable, so as to euable a master when in trouble to get an answer in 
English, especially as the greatest part of the See persng through are British. 

am, Xe, 
(Signed) JOHN LUNDWALL, 
Master, steam-ship ‘* Horace” of West Hartlepool. 





Inclosure 2 in No. 6. 
Messrs. Groves, Maclean, and Co., to Mr. Farrer. 


Sit, West Hartlepool, March 27, 1880, 

WE beg to draw your attention to the ineompetency of some of the Suez Canal 
pilots. The captain of our steamer “ Horace,” John Lundwall, bound from Rangoon 
with a cargo of rice, writes us trom Vort Said, dated the 15th instant, to the following 
effect :—‘* We have been detained and have been in collision with another vessel, as 
well as having been on the ground several times, the whole of which | attribute to the 
incompetency of the pilot. At the first station I moored the vessel and telegraphed to 
the head office for another pilot, but was refused and ordered to proceed with the one on 
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board, or they would hold me responsible for something that I did not understand, as 
neither the station-master nor the pilot could speak a word of English, and the answer 


from the manager was in French. I consequently proceeded, but had the greatest. 


difficulty in reaching Port Said, as the pilot rendered no assistance whatever in piloting 
or anything else. If we make any complsint here we get no redress.” 

This 1s a state of things which ought not to exist, and we trust you will endeavour 
to have it much improved. 





We are, &c. 
(Signed) GROVES, MACLEAN anp Co. 
No. 7, 


Mr. Lister to the British Suez Canal Directors. 


oe o. 10. Commercial.) 
entlemen, Foreign Office, April 5, 1880. 
I AM directed by the Marquis of Salisbury to transmit to you herewith copies, which 


have been received from the Board of Trade, of letters. addressed: to that-Department: by: 


the owners and master of the steam-ship “ Horace,” of West Hartlepool, relative to the 
working of the pilotage system in force in the Suez Canal and at Port Said ;* and I am to 
request that you will institute inquiries into the statements of the parties interested in this 
matter, and furnish me with a Report thereupon. 
I am, &e, 
(Signed) T. V. LISTER. 





No. 8. 
The British Suez Canal Directors to Earl Granville-—( Received July 3.) 


No. 26. Commercial.) 
My Lord, Paris, June 26, 1880. 

WE have the honour to report that, on receipt of Lord Salisbury's despatch No. 10, 
Commercial, of the 5th April last, and in compliance with the instructions thereia con- 
tained, we laid before the Committee of Management of the Suez Canal Company the 
complaints of Captain Landwall, of the steam-ship *‘ Horace,” and a copy of his letter was 
forwarded by the Committee to the Chief Transit Agent at Ismailia for an inquiry into 
the charges made by him. 

The Committee yesterday handed us a copy of the reply just received from the Transit 
Agent, and from this document it appears to us that there must be much exaggeration in 
Captain Lundwall’s statements, 

With respect to the pilot, Montt Agostino, of whose incompetency Captain Lundwall 
complains, the agent states that he has served the Company in his present capacity for 
the past ten years; in fact, since the Canal was opened. He is qualified both as pilot 
for the roadstead of Port Said and also. for the Canal. Up to the present time no com- 
plaint has been made as to his incompetency, although he has piloted more than 200 
vessels, among which may be cited the Peninsular and Oriental Company’s mail-steamers 
‘ Hydaspes,” “ Delhi,” “Sumatro,” “Indus,” “ Bangalore,” and ‘* Nepaul ;” the Austro- 
Hungarian postal-steamers “Sphinx ” and “ Apis;” Messrs, Rubaltino’s vessels “ Arabia” 
and “ Sumatra,” and such large steamers as the “ City of London,” the “ Atalanta,” &c., 
vessels having a deep draft of water. 

We consider that the above facts constitute a sufficient guarantee of the said 
pilot’s competency for the post he holds, and we can easily understand the agent's state- 
ment, that “he felt unable to accede to the simple deniand of Captain Lundwall, and, 
without sufficient reason, put a slight on one of his officers by ordering him to quit the 
steam-ship * Horace” as being incompetent to pilot her, seeing that the experience of 
the past ten years bad shown that Monti Agostino has a thorough knowledge of his 
pre in the Canal, and possesses the necessary qualifications for piloting vessels 
through it.” 

With respect te the suggestion, that the Company should keep an English inter- 
preter at the head office, we are informed by the Transit Agent that at the three principal 
stations of Port Said, Ismailia, and Suez, the Company is provided with interpreters, 


* No. 6. 
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not only for English, but also for the principal European languages in use on the 
Canal. 

With respect to telegrams, however, the Company have established a rule to reply 
in French to any messages they may receive, in order that the answers may be correctly 
rendered at any station along the Canal by the telegraph clerks, who cannot all be expected 
to understand other languages than their own. Shouid it happen that neither the captain 
of a vessel nor his officers understand French, either the pilot or station-master can 
generally manage to translate any telegram received, and in the case of the steam-ship 
“Horace ”’ the agent believes that this was done, 

There is no doubt that in course of time many more of the Company's employés 
will understand English than at present, but we submit that, seeing they have 
interpreters at the three principal stations along the Canal, and that many of their 
employés cither speak or understand English very fairly, as we can testify from personal 
experience, we do not think that the complaints of Captain Lun:dwall are based on very 
serious grounds, 

We have, &c. 
(Signed) J. STOKES. 
EDWD. J. STANDEN. 





No. 9. 
Sir C. Dilke to Mr. Farrer. 


ir, Foreign Office, July 5, 1880. 
WITH reference to your letter of the Ist April last, I am directed by the 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to transmit to you herewith, for the information of 
the Lords of Trade, a despatch from the Suez Directors® respecting the complaint made 
by the master of the steam-ship “ Horace.” ‘ 
6m, 


rc. 
(Signed) CHARLES W. DILKE. 





No. 10. 
Mr. Trevor to Mr, Lister —(Received July 9.) 


F Whitehall Gardens, July 8, 1880. 

I AM directed by the Board of Trade to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
the Sth instant, transmitting a despatch from the Suez Directors on the subject of the 
complaint of the master of the steam-ship “ Horace” relative to the pilotage system in 
force at the Suez Canal and at Port Said, and I am now to return the document in 
question, 


Sir 


I have, &e. 
(Signed) C. CECIL TREVOR. 





No. ll. 
Mr. Trevor to Mr. Lister.—(Received July 23.) 


Sir, Whitehall Gardens, July 22, 1880. 
WITH reference to your letter of the 10th March last, inclosing a despatch from the 

British Directors of the Suez Canal Company, containing observations on the complaint 
mude by Messrs. Glover Brothers on the subject of pilotage and light dues, I am directed 
by the Board of Trade to transmit herewith copy of a farther communication received from 
Messrs. Glover on the subject, and of the reply of this Board thereto. 

The Board have also received a similar complaint to that of Messrs. Glover from the 
General Ship-owners’ Society, and have replied to the same effect. 

Looking to the misapprehension which evidently exists on the subject of these dues, 
as shown by the inclosed correspondence, it appears to the Board of Trade to be worthy 
of consideration whether some other name might not with advantage be substituted for the 


* No, 8. 
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term “ pilotage” dues, and also whether steps might not be taken for making the facts | 
about the light dues more widely known. 
Should Earl Granville concur in this opinion, 1 am to suggest, for his Lordship’s con- 
sideration, that the inclosed correspondence should be transmitted to the British Directors, 
with a request for their observations upon the points above raised. 
I have, &e. 
(Signed) C. CECIL TREVOR, 





Inclosure | in No. 11. 
Mr. Farrer to Messrs. Glover Brothers. 


Gentlemen, Whitehall Gardens, July 2, 1880, 

I AM directed by the Board of Trade to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
the 18th ultimo, further on the subject of the charges levied by the Suez Canal Company 
under the heads of light and pilotage dues. . 

In reply, I am to state that, so far as regards the light dues, it appears to this Board 
to be probable that they are levied for the maintenance by the Egyptian Government of 
the lighthouses in the Mediterranean and Red Seas, and not for the lights in the Suez 
Canal itself. A reference to the accounts paid by you would probably show if this Is so, 
in which case the statement made by the British Directors of the Company would be fully 
substantiated. 

With reference to your remark, that there is no proof that “the lights cost anything 
like the amount of charge for which they are made an excuse,” [ am to state that the 
Board of Trade are in communication with the Foreign Office, with a view to procuring 
from the Egyptian Government a statement of the receipts and expenditures on account of 
lighthouses in the Red Sea, 

With regard to the pilotage charges, the matter appears to the Board of Trade to 
have been definitely settled by the arrangements made in 1873, and they are therefore not 
prepared at present to communicate farther with the Foreiga Office upon the subject. 

I am, &c. 
(Signed) T. H. FARRER. 


Inclosure 2. in No. 11. 
Messrs. Glover Brothers to Mr. Farrer. 


Sir, 22, Great St. Helens, E..C., June 18, 1880. 

WE were duly favoured with your communication of the 20th March, transmitting 
copy of a communication from the British Directors of the Suez Canal Company, 
addressed to the Marquis of Salisbury, on the subject of pilotage and light charges 
er by _ Canal Company, in answer to complaints made by us under date of the 
26th April. 

As regards the charges for light dues, it is stated that the Canal Company is not in 
any way responsible for the amount, and that they do not affect its revenue, as they are 
simply levied by the Egyptian Government according to a ‘Tariff that has been in force for 
some years. 

We regret to say that this isa most unsatisfactory reply. We were not aware that 
any authority had the right to impose taxation at the Sucz Canal except the Canal 
Company, and the statement that the light dues do not affect the revenue of the Canal 
Company must be taken with the qualification as to how they would affect it if the 
Company did pay for the light service as essential for the carrying on of its traffic and the 
aoe of its revenue, as we contended it should do in our letter of the 26th April. 

o suggest that another authority does this essential service without which the Canal 
reveaue could not be carned, and that the Canal Company collects a separate remunera- 
tion for it, and that this does not affect the Canal revennes, simply avoids the question 
that for the common charge made to the ship-owners, the Canal Company should light its 
Own premises, 

Mhey might as well make another charge for the clerks who check the measurements 
and for the sulary of the Dircetors of the Company. Without cletks and directors, as also 
without Bey” the traffic could not be carried on. Facilitics to make night trafic possible 

[286 
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increase the revenue, and their cost should be borne by the ordinary revenue. Nearly every 
State lights its coasts at its own expense, It is inexcusable that the Suez Canal Company 


should not do so. f 
We, therefore, most respectfully submit that the British Directors should be instructed 


to urge the Canal Company to take the cost of lighting the Canal as one of the ordinary 
charges incident to its navigation, and for which the dues are paid. We never heard of 
any canal or dock charge in this country to which a charge for lights was added. The 
peer highly prosperous condition of the Canal Company is favourable to such a request 

ing made. We need not say that ne proof is forthcoming thut the lights cost anything 
like the amount of charge for which they are made an excuse. 

Regarding the pilotage dues, we observe that it is attempted to justify them by the 
Act of Concession of 1856 and the proceedings of the International Tonnage Commis- 
sion of Constantinople in 1873. No doubt the Canal authorities stole a march on our 
Representatives by the tacit sanction then given to the declaration of the Ottoman 
Commissioners. But the arrangement of 1856 was before the Canal was made, and when 
its being ever made was highly doubtful; moreover, the arrangement of 1856 was not 
adhered to by the Canal authorities, otherwise the surtax would not have been imposed. 
The arrangement of 1873 was very early in the actual history of the Canal, and without 
any opportunity for the ee who had to pay being heard on these ees 
moreover, it was a Tonnage Commission that was sitting, not a Commission expected to 
settle pil charges. 

Now the circumstances are radically different; the traffic is large, so large as to 
make it probable that the surtax so unreasonably exacted ought never to have been asked 
for; and the scale of pilotage charge is found to be far in excess of that which is necded 
to pay the pilots, is, in fact, as shown in our letter of the 26th April, so monstrous a 
charge for pilotage service that no defence of it on that score is even attempted. Justifica- 
tion, however, is sought for it by stating that it is intended to provide beacons, sidings, 
watchmen, signals, and a telegraph service, by which it is added the regular working of 
the Canal navigation and the safety of vessels is insured, practically admitting our 
contention that these are services essential to the regular and safe working of the Canal; 
consequently, that the dues could not be earned without them, and that they are therefore 
essential items of ordinary expenditure, without which the revenue could not be earned. 
To charge the cost of such items as tclegraph, beacons, sidings, watchmen, and signals 
under the name of pilotage, is, in the first place, not a creditable proceeding, and, in the 
second place, makes ship-owners pay twice over for the same thing. 

It is for such reasons that we have taken the liberty of directing the attention of the 
Board of Trade to these charges and arrangements. We believe it was expected generally 
by English ship-owners that the purchase of a large interest in the Suez Canal by the 
British Government and the presence of three Representatives of the English Govern- 
ment on its direction would put an end to the extortions of which English ship-owners are 
the chief victims; these expectations have been so far disappointed, but we venture to 
hope that the Board of Trade will urge the Foreign Office to advise Messrs. Stokes, 
Wilson, and Standen that the explanations offered ure not satisfactory, and that the Suez 
Canal Company’s charge should be limited to the authorized tax and surtax, and that no 
other charge of any description should now be permitted to be levied on any vessel passing 
throuh the Canal, 

We have, &e. 





(Signed) GLOVER BROTHERS. 
No. 12. 
Sir C. Dilke to the British Suez Canal Directors. 
No. 17.) 
entlemen, Foreign Office, July 27, 1880, 


WITH reference to your despatch No. 8 of the 4th March last, I am directed by Eart 
Granville to transmit to you a letter from the Board of Trade on the subject of pilotage 
and tight dues in the Suez Canal ;* and I am to request you to favour his Lordship with 
any observations which you may have to offer on the points raised therein, 

1 am to request that the inclosed papers may be saa your reply. 

am, &c. 
(Signed) CHARLES W. DILKE. 





* No, 11. 








il 
No. 18. 
The British Suex Canal Directors to Earl Granville —(Received Oclober 8.) 


(No. 30. Commercial.) 
My Lord, Paris, October 6, 1880. 

WE have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of Sir Charles Dilke’s despateh 
No. 17 of the 27th July, inclosing a letter from the Board of Trade on the subject of 
pilotage and light dues on the Suez Canal, and desiring us to report to your Lordship on 
the subject of this oorrespondence. 

With reference to the suggestion by the Board of Trade, that some other name should 
be ziven to the pilotage dues on account of the variety of services which, as reported io 
our despateh No. 8, Commercial, of the 4th March last, it is intended to cover, we have 
the honour to observe that the Company cannot alter the designation of these dues 
without infringing the terms of its concession, which authorize it to levy “ navigation, 
pilotage, towage, tracking, and berthing dues.” 

Most of these does are levied ; the Company has no authority to levy any others. 

As to the suggestion of the Board of Trade, that the facts concerning the ight dues 
should be made known more widely, we have the honour to correct the statement made 
in our despatch No. 8 of the 4th March last, On a further distinct reference of this subject to 
Port Said, we are officially informed that the Suez Canal Company levy no light dues 
whatever, und do not even act as collectors for the Egyptian Government. 

The light dues complained of by the Messrs. Glover are levied by a Controller of 
Ports and Lighthouses in the Custom-house at Port Said for the Mediterranean lights on 
the coast of Bzypt, and by the Captain of the Port at Suez for the Red Sea Lighthouses. 

As the letter of Messrs. Glover Brothers, inclosed in that from the Board of Trade, 
betrays some irritation, and shows that the facts and conditions of which it complains are 
not thoroughly understood, we think it may be useful, and perhaps tend to dissipate this 
fecling, if we add a few words of explanation. 

On the subject of the light dnes, we have shown that their supposition was 
unfounded, and that none are levied for the Suez Canul, those levied at its extremities 
being taken by the Lighthouse Administration of the Egyptian Goveroment, as we have 
reason to believe, under an international agreement, for the account of the said Adminis- 
tration, to cover the expense of lighting the Mediterranean coast of Egypt and the Red 
Sea. 

Against the pilotage dues, Messrs. Glover Brothers urge :— 
1. “ That the arrangement of 1856 was before the Canal was made, and when its being 
ever made was highly doubtfal. 

2. * That the Catal authorities stole a march on our Representatives by the tacit 
sanction given in 1873 to the declaration of the Ottoman Commissioners. 

3. “That comprising in the pilotage duces services other than the actual cost of pilots 
is not a creditable proceeding ; and 

4. “ That no dues whatever should be levied except the transit toll.” 

(1.) It does not seem to have occurred to Messrs. Glover Brothers that before a 
work which was to cost, as originally estimated, 8,000,000/., could be undertaken, its 
projectors must secure for themselves certain rights. 

These rights were defined in whet Messrs. Glover Brothers call an “ arrangement,” 
but which was the “ Acte de Concession’ or Charter of the Company. 

This Chatter was successfully appealed to in behalf of the ship-owners in 1872, when the 
attempt of the Canal Company to levy their transit dues on the gross tonnage was resisted, 
on the recommendation of the International Tonnage Commission of 1873, and net tonnage 
declared by the Sultan to be the basis of taxation, a surtax being granted for a limited 
period only, which will come to an end in 1884. 

In recommending this settlement, that Commission had to bear in mind that the 
Suez Canal Company had, by their great outlay, at a very great risk to themselves, 
rendered a most important service to the commerce of the world, and were entitled to 
have secured to them a fair return on their capital. The result has been that, up to the 
3lst December last, they have never yet earned as much as 7 per cent. 

But for the international arrangement of 1873, ship-owners would now be paying 
15 fr. per ton instead of 12 fr., and might still have to pay 15 fr. instead of 10 fr. per ton 
on net tonnage from 1884 to 1969, 

(2.) ‘The Charter conceded other dues besides the transit dues, namely, pilotage, 
towage, tracking, and berthing dues. 

The ship-owners had not, from 1869 to 1873, made any complaint of the amount of 
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these dues. The Commissioners, therefore, who in 1873 regulated the transit dues, had 
no reuson to suppose that the pilotage dues were considered excessive. Far from tbe 
Canal authorities having ‘‘ stolen a march” on the British Commissioners in the declara- 
tion of the Ottoman Commissioners, the latter was obtained by the British Commissioners 
in order to prevent any increase of pilotage and other minor dues, by which the Canal 
Company might endeavour to recoup themselves for the loss sustained by them when 
prevented levying on gross tonnage. 

3. The pilotage dues stand at the rate aecepted by the Constantinople Commission 
in 1873. As explained above, the existing rates of pilotage, towage, tracking, and berthing 
dues are those which were then decreed by the Sultan to bea maximum for the future, 
unless the Powers should assent to their being increased. As a matter of fact, with the 
exception of the pilotage dues, the others were, and still are, either merely nominal or 
not levied at all. 

In consequence of the remonstrance of Messrs. Glover Brothers, we have made a 
point of discussing the matter with M. Charles de Lesseps, and we were at once met by 
the observation, that the arrangements made at Constantinople in 1873 were accepted by 
the Convention of 1876, and the Company could only listen to a modification of one of 
the tolls on condition that all the others were submitted to readjustment. 

[t may be admitted that, with the increase of traffic the pilotage dues yield a larger 
sum than is actually required for the maintenance of the staff of pilots; but the berthing 
due of 2 centimes per ton is so insignificant, that it is entirely inadequate to cover the 
expense of maintaining the harbour of Port Said. Jn effect, even this is only levied on 
vessels remaining more than twenty-four hours in the harbour. 

M. de Lesseps contended that if in equity the pilotage dues ought to be reduced, 
equally in equity, under their Charter, the Company ought to be allowed to levy such 
berthing dues as will enable them to meet the heavy expenses of keeping the harbour of 
Port Said of sufficient depth to accommodate the large number of vessels which frequent 
the Canal. 

M. de Lesseps frankly expressed the opinion, that any such readjustment of these 
subsidiary dues would prove more favourable to the Company than to the ship-owners. 

We think that the strong ground which the Company occupy when standing upon 
the rights conferred by their Charter should make the ship-owners pause before they raise 
a controversy which might possibly end, as pointed out by M. de Lesseps, to their eventual 
disadvantage. 

4. The fourth point urged is sufficiently answered by what we have already said with 
reference to the dues. 

Messrs. Glover Brothers further state “that it was expected generally by English 
ship-owners that the purchase of a large interest in the Suez Canal by the British Govern- 
ment, and the presence of three Representatives of the English Government on its 
direction, would put an end to the extortions of which English ship-owners are the 
chief victims.” 

If Messrs. Glover Brothers will show to what extortions they are subject, it wiil be 
our duty to put an end to them; but this hard word cannot with justice be applied to the 
payment of dues which are legally levied, and which bave after all produced no more than 
a very moderate return—tless than the Company might reasonably expect. 

e fact that the present year isa good cne for the Company does not diminish its 
rights. The last four years have been anything but prosperous, and we are glad to think 
that the sharcholders will this year, in all probability, receive a substantial dividend, for in 
cach of the coming years there will be a decrease of the surtax. 

The strong expressions of Messrs. Glover Brothers aro made at.a singularly inoppor- 
tune moment, when they are so shortly to reap the benefit of the constraining measures 
applied to the Suez Canal Company in 1874. 


We have, &c. 
(Signed) J, STOKES. 
C. RIVERS WILSON, 
EDWD. J. STANDEN. 
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No. 14. 
Mr. Lister to Mr. Farrer. 


Sir, Foreign Office, October 9, 1880. 

1 AM directed by Earl Granville to transmit to you the accompanying despatch from 
the British Directors of the Suez Canal Company relative to the complaints of 
Messrs. Glover with regard to pilotage and light dues in the Suez Canal,* which formed 
the subject of your letter of the 22nd July. 

The explanations of the Directors appear to be complete and satisfactory; and I am 
to suggest that in laying this despatch before the Board of Trade you will suggest that 


' they should now cause a reply to be returned to Messrs. Glover. 


lam, &c. 
(Signed) T. V. LISTER. 





No. 15, 
Mr. Bainbridge to Earl Granville—(Received November 1.) 


North Shields Ship-owners’ Society, North Shields, 
My Lord, October 27, 1880. 

AT a meeting of the members of this Society, held yesterday afternoon, the question 
of the new Tariff of harbour dues at Alexandria was discussed, this Society having heard 
that the Foreign Office had given its assent to this new Tariff. 

I was requested to respectfully ask your Lordship if the Foreign Office has so assented, 
the effect of which would be to exact greatly increased dues from British shipping trading 
with the port of Alexandria, 

This Society is unanimously of opinion that, before the assent of the Foreign Office is 
given to such a Tariff, British ship-owners (who will be chiefly affected by it) should have 
full opportunities of discussing the matter. 

If the Foreign Office has given its assent, this Society would respectfully, but strongly, 
urge upon the Foreign Office to endeavour, if possible, even yet to procure some modifica- 
tion in the Tariff in the interest of British shipping. 

Suez Canal Pilotage.—This question was also discussed, when I was requested to state 
to your Lordship that this Society is of opinion that these charges are far in excess of the 
services rendered, and would strongly impress on the Foreign Office the advisability of 
using its best endeavours to have the charges reduced. 

French Bounties in the Construction of Shipping.—This Society, after discussing this 
question, resolved — 

“That the Foreign Office be strongly called upon to take such steps as will induce 
France to abandon the bounty system, which is opposed to all international equity.” 

Trusting these matters will receive your Lordship’s careful and best attention, 
Tam, &e. 

Per W. Barnunincs, Secretary. 
(Signed) WM. CARNABY. 





No. 16. 


Mr. Lister lo the British Suez Canal Directors, 
(No. 21.) 
Gentlemen, Foreign Office, November 6, 1580. 

I AM directed by Earl Granville to send you, for your information, an extract from a 
letter which has been addressed to his Lordship by the North Shields Ship-owners’ Socicty,t 
representing that, in the opinion of the Society, the charges for Suez Canal pilotage are 
far in excess of the services rendered, and that endeavours should be made to reduce 
them, 

Lam, &c. 





(Signed) T. V. LISTER. 
* No. 13. f Extract from North Shields Ship-owners’ Society, dated 27th Oeteber, 
(zsb] ki 
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No. 17. 
Sir C. Dilke to Mr. Bainbridge. 
Sir, Foreign Office, November 6, 1880. 

J AM directed by Earl Granville to acknowledge the receipt of your letter dated the 
27th ultimo, and to state to you, in reply, that the new Alexandria Harbour Daes Tariff 
was recommended by the International Commission which met at Paris, and was adopted 
by Her Majesty’s Government upon the advice of the Board of Trade. 

Iam to add that your representation relating to the high charges of the Suez Canal 
pilots will receive Lord Granville’s attention, and that the question of the French 
shipping bounties has already been under the consideraticn of Her Majesty's Govero- 
ment, and will be borne in mind in any commercial negotiations between Great Britain 
and France. 


I am, &e. 
(Signed) CHARLES W. DILKE. 





No, 18. 


Mr. Trevor to Mr. Lister —(Received November 8.) 
Sir, Whitehall Gardens, November 6, 1880. 

I AM directed by the Board of Trade to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
the 9th ultimo, transmitting a despatch, with its inclosures, from the British Directors of 
the Suez Canal Company, relative to the complaints of Messrs. Glover with regard to 

ilotage and light dues in the Canal, and I'am to:state that the substance of the despatch 
bisa been communicated to Messrs. Glover. 

The papers in question are herewith returned. 

I have, &e. 


(Signed) C. CECIL TREVOR. 


rr 
No. 19. 
The British Suez Canal Directors to Earl Grauville.— (Received November 20.) 


(No. 34. Commercial.) 
My Lord, London, November 18, 1880. 


WE have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of Mr. Lister's despatch No. 26 of 
the 6th instant, inclosing an extract from a letter addressed to your Lordship by the 
North Shields Ship-owners’ Socicty on the subject of the pilotage charges levied by the Suez 
Canal Company. 

We have, in a previous despatch, recently furnished to your Lordship a very full 
statement and explanation of this matter, in reply to a complaint by Messrs. Glover 
Brothers. We have the honour to submit that a copy of that despatch might be given to 
the North Shiclds Socicty, aud that it would tend to remove the misconception which 
appears to exist generally on the subject of these dues, if the same despatch and the 
previous ones leading up to it were included in the papers on the Suez Canal about to be 
Jaid before Parliament. 

We have, &e. 
(Signed) J, STOKES. 
C. RIVERS WILSON. 





No, 20. 
Sir C. Dilke to Mr. Bainbridge. 
: Foreign Office, November 24, 1880, 
WITH reference to my letter of the 6th instant, I am directed by Earl Granville to 
transmit to you a despatch received from the Suez Canal Directors on the subject of the 
pilotoge charges levied by the Suez Canal Company.* 
You will be good enough to return the inclosure to this Department. 


T am, &c, 
(Signed) CHARLES W. DILKE. 


Sir 





* No. 13. 
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No, 2], 
Mr. Bainbridge to Sir C. Dilke.—(Received November 29.) 


North Shields Ship-owners’ Society, North Shields, 
Sir, November 27, 1880. 
I AM in receipt of your favour of the 24th instant with a despatch from the Suez 
Canal Directors on the subject of pilotage charges levied by the Suez Canal Company. 
The matter will be brought before this Society at earliest convenience. 
I return the despatch herewith. 
Per W. Barxsaipce, Secretary. 
(Signed) WM. CARNABY. 





No. 22. 
The British Suez Canal Directors to Earl Granville-—{ Received January 8.) 


oo 1. Commercial.) 
y Lord, | Paris, January 3, 1881. 

WE have the honour to forward to your Lordship copies of a correspondence which 
has passed between the Board of Trade and Sir John Stokes on the subject of dues levied 
on gross tonnage by the Suez Canal Company from July 1872 to April 1874. 

The memorandum sent to the Board of Trade contains, we sebmit, conclusive argu- 
ments against all claims for repayment of these dues. 

As more than one instance of a disposition to raise this question has quite recently 
come under our notice, we have the honour to suggest that these papers should be 
published, and at the same time those incntioned in our despatch No. 34 of the 
18th November last on the subject of pilotage dues which the shipping interest may with 
advantage take cognizance of, 

We have, &c. 
(Signed) J. STOKES. 
ie ©. RIVERS WILSON. 
EDWD. J. STANDEN. 





Inclosure 1 in No. 22, 
Mr. Gray to Sir J. Stokes. 


Sir, Board of Trade, Whitehall Gardens, December 24, 1880. 

I AM directed by the Board of Trade to transmit herewith, for any observations the 
British Directors of the Suez Canal Company may wish to make thereon, a copy of a 
communication which they have received from Messrs. Seater, White, and Company. 


lam, &o, 
(Signed) THOMAS GRAY, 





Inclosure 2 in No. 22. 
Messrs. Seater, White, and Co. to Mr. Gray. 


Sir. Leith, December 21, 1880. 

WE will be glad to know if the British Directors of the Suez Canal Company have 
made any movement towards getting refunded the extra Canal dues charged by the 
Company in 1872 and 1873 on the gross instead of the net tonnage, as was charged 
previous to the above dates. 


We are, &c. 
(Signed) SEATER, WHITE, any Co. 





Inclosure 8 in No. 22. 


Sir J. Stokes to Mr. Gray. 


Sir, a, Paris, January 3, 1881. 

IN reply to your letter of the 24th ultimo, I have the honour to inform you that I 
have laid before my colleagues, Sir Rivers Wilson and Mr. Standen, your letter, and its 
inclosure, froin Messrs. Seater, White, and Company, and I have to state that we have 
taken no steps to get refunded the dues levied in 1872-74 on the gross instead of 
net tonnage. 

For the reasons given in the inclosed memorandum, we do not consider that the Suez 
Canal Company can be called upon to make any such repayment. 
lam, & 


», xc, 
(Signed) J. STOKES. 


Inclosure 4 in No, 22. 


Memorandum on the Subject of the Dues levied on Gross Tonnage by the Suez Canal 
: Company from July 1872 to April 1874. 


A SHORT retrospect of the question is necessary in order to understand it in all its 
bearings. 

When the Suez Canal Company was formed it held a Charter from the Khedive of 
Egypt, subsequently confirmed by the Sultan of Turkey, under which it was entitled to 
levy a maximum navigation or transit tax of 10 fr. on every ton of capacity of vessels 
passing through the Canal. 

Before the Canal was opened the question arose—What is the ton of capacity ? 

M. de Lesseps named a Commission to decide this point, bat it arrived at no conclusion 
on account of the variety of systems employed in different countries. As there were 
already negotiations on foot for the adoption of an uniform international tonnage system, 
the Commission of 1868 recommended M. de Lesseps to await the result, and in the 
meantime to levy on the tonnage shown on the ship's papers. 

This was done, the Regulations issued in 1869 notifying that the dues were to be 
calculated on the “real tonnage of vessels,” and, till further notice, they would be levied 
on the tonnage borne on the ship’s papers. 

Several complaints of the inequality of the tonnage on which the dues were levied, 
as between nation and nation, having been received by the Company, among others one 
from the Board of Trade, and the expected international agreement not having taken 
place, M. de Lesseps, in September 1871, assembled another Tonna Commission which 
met ight times, and in November reported in favour of levying the dues on the gross 
tonnage of a vessel, as shown by the English or Moorsom system of measurement, 

In the following year the Suez Canal Compuny adopted this Report, and from the 
Ist July, 1872, began oe on the gross tonnage. 

According to the lish Law of 1854, net tonnage is obtained by deducting (in 
round numbers) one-third from the gross tonnage. The effect, therefore, of levying on 
gross instead of on net tonnage was equivalent t. increasing the duties by 50 per cent. 

This increase gave rise to strong protests on the part of the navigation, and the 
French Messageries took legal proceedings against the Canal Company before the Tribunal 
of Commerce of the Seine, and gained their suit by a Judgment delivered on the 
26th October, 1872. 

This Judgment was reversed by the Court of Appeal on the 1/th March, 1873. 

M. de png 3 had, after the first suit, denied the competency of the French Courts, 
on the ground that the Canal Company is Eyptian, and must be tried by competent 
Turkish authority. 

He saat to the Sultan for an authoritative interpretation of the terms of his 
concession. This was rendered on the 12th July, 1873, and communicated in a Vizierial 
letter of that date to the Khedive. 

It stated that fhe dues must be levied on the utilizable capacity of a vessel, and that 
as the Moorsom net tonnage gave the nearest approach to this capacity, it should be 
adopted as basis. 

At the same time, the Porte proposed the assembling of an International Tonnage 
Commission to fix definitively a Naan which could be adéjpited by all nations as 


representing the utilizable capacity of vessels. 
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This International Commission, assembled at Constantinople, met for the first time on 
the Gth October, and terminated its last and twenty-first sitting on the 18th December, 
1873. 

The order of discussion adopted was :— 

1. To decide the tonnage question. 

2. The question of levying dues in the Suez Canal. 

Daring the discussion of the first of these questions, the French Commissioners retired 
from the Commission after its ninth meeting on the 4th November. 

The Commission concluded its tonnage discussions in its twelfth sitting on the 
18th November ; its recommendations were eventually embodied in the final Report. 

During the four following sittings on the 25th and 29th November and 2nd and 
4th December, the question of the tonnage on which the Suez Canal dues ought to be 
levied was discussed, and the net tonnage, according to the rules adopted by the Commission, 
was declared to be the utilizable capacity of a vessel. 

The discussions showed clearly that in the opinion of the great majority of the 
Commissioners, the Suez Canal Company were acting in excess of their powers in levying 
their duces on the gross tonnage of vessels, but it was equally evident that an unanimous 
opinion on this subject was unattainable. 

The Sublime Poite, whilst prepared to eats the vote of a majority, was exceedingly 
anxious to arrive at an arrangement which should be unanimously accepted. 

Her Majesty's Government from the beginning expressed their desire to arrive at a 
solution of the difficulty, which should at the same time protect British shipping from 
arbitrary and excessive tuaation, and yet afford to the Suez Canal Company sufficient 
revenue to meet its engagements, and distribute a fair dividend amongst shareholders who 
had done so much for the trade of the world. 

Other Powers were equally well disposed. Instead therefore of the International 
Tonnage Commission pronouncing a formal condemnation of the Company, an arrangement 
was recommended by the Commission under which the Company was bound to levy its 
dues only on the net tonnage; but a surtax was added to the maximum of 10 fr. per ton 
which was to be levied for a time at decreasing rates according to the increase of the 
tonnage. 

In reporting this arrengement, which was adopted by the Porte and accepted by all 
the Powers, the British Delegates to the Commission stated that they considered 
the question of past claims for overducs levied since the Ist July, 1872, not to be pre- 
judiced by it. 

The Sultan issued his orders to the Khedive of Egypt, that after three months’ time 
the Canal Company were to levy their dues on the basis of the net tonnage established by 
the International Commission, “a delay which would give time to concert measures for 
putting in force the arrangement recommended by that body.” 

M. de Lesseps protested strongly against this Decree, and was ultimately only induced 
to yield by a display of force. 

On the 29th April, 1874, the Canal authorities began to levy the tax and surtax on 
the net tonnage of vessels, M. de Lesseps maintained bis protest against. the Porte, and 
every month published the amount of loss which, according to his view, his Company 
suffered from the arrangement which he had been compelled to accept. 

In May 1874 the North of England Steam Ship-owners’ Association inquired of Lord 
Derby whether British ship-owners would receive from the Suez Canal Company the sums 
that since July 1872 they had paid in excess of the charges authorized in the Report of the 
[nternational Tonnage Commission. 

In reply, it was pointed out that “although the dues levied on the Canal from the Ist 
July, 1872, to the 28th April, 1874, have been shown by the decision of the Commission 
to be illegal, yet they were but slightly in excess of those which have been recommended, 
and are now lovied as a surtax, to enable the Company to maintain. its great work without 
absolute loss, | 

“ Lord Derby is therefore of opinion that as British commerce has undoubtedly benefited 
by the opening of the Canal, and would be much injured by the failure of the Company to 
fulfil its engagements, it would be of doubtful advantage for British ship-owners to press 
their claims for the restitution of the excess dues.” 

In November 1875 Her Majesty’s Government purchased the Suez Canal shares, 
M. de Lesseps at once acknowledged in a friendly spirit the new position created by this 
important act, and in February 1876 he signed a Convention with Colonel Stokes 
under which he accepted all that had been done at Constantinople, and withdrew his 

rotests. 
, Under this Convention new arrangements were made as to the duration of os surtax, 
[286] 
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and an annual expenditure on new works for affording facilities to commerce in the Canal 
was agreed to. 

The difficulties hitherto existing as to the measurement of vessels were removed by 
an engagement on the part of M. de Lesseps that it should cease, but Colonel Stokes 
engaged to procure a remedy for errors shown to exist in the special tonnage certificates. 
This engagement led to a farther agreement with the Company in January 1878, in which 
certain differences of interpretation as to the meaning of the Constantinople Rules were 
reconciled. 

The terms of this last agreement were inserted in the new “ Réglement de Navi- 
gation” of the Company published in March 1878. 

As regards the claims for over-dues levied in 1872-74 it is to be observed that, whatever 
may have been the opinion expressed by the British Delegates to the Constantinople 
Commission in 1873, the Convention of February 1876 has entirely altered the position 
of the question. At that time Sir John Stokes and M.de Lesseps were certainly of 
opinion that, in accepting the decisions of Constantinople, M. de Lesseps did so on the 
understanding that the Suez Canal Company would not be called upon to make repayment 
of dues levied in 1872-74. The very terms of the heading of the Protocol would prove 
this. It runs thus :—* Protocol of a Conference beld at Ismailia, on the shore of Lake 
Timsah, which shall put an end to the differences between the Maritime Powers and the 
Universal Company of the Ship Canal of Sucz, the 3rd February, 1876.” 

These Conferences resulted in a Convention, which, after it hud been accepted by all 
the Maritime Powers, was again described in the above terms when presented to the 
extraordinary general meeting of Suez Canal sharcholders on the 10th January, 1877. 

In all the negotiations and transactions which led to the levying of the dues bein 
brought back from gross tonnage to net tonnage, the British Government had represented an 
sted for British ship-owners, who were thus morally pledged by their Government in 1876 to 
renounce all claims for the past, when a Convention was signed “to put an end to all 
differences.” 

This was certainly the view of M. de Lesseps, who, in addition to the intention 
roclaimed at the head of the Convention, had seen in the Blue Book of 1874 that the 
ritish Government had discouraged ship-owners from prosecuting for past claims. 

(Signed) J. STOKES. 
C. RIVERS WILSON, 
EDWD. J. STANDEN, 


Paris, January 3, 1881. 





No. 23. 
Sir C. Dilke to Mr. Farrer. 


Sir, Foreign Office, January 13, 1881. 

1 AM directed by Earl Granville to transmit to you a despatch from the British 
Directors of the Suez Canal Company relative to the question of dues levied on gross 
tonnage by the Suez Canal Company in the years 1872-74." 

It ap from the inclosures to the despatch herewith transmitted to you, that direct 
correspondence on the subject has taken place between the Board of Trade and Sir John 
Stokes. I am to request that, in laying the accompanying papers before the Board of 
Trade, you will move their Lordships to inform Lord Granville why the usual rule that 
communications with the British Directors should take place through this Office has been 

rted from on the present occasion; and that you will further move them to state 
whether, on grounds of public interest, they advise the publication of the correspondence 
which is suggested by the Directors. 

The despatch of the 18th of last November referred to is herewith inclosed for 
reference ; and it is requested that the two despatches sent herewith may be returned with 

our reply. 
y ri So y of the last volume of confidential correspondence relative to the Suez Canal 
is herewith inclosed for the use of the Board of Trade. 


Lam, &e. 
(Signed) CHARLES W. DILKE. 


ll LLL LL LLL 


© Nos. 19 and 22. 
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No. 24. 
Mr. Gray to Sir C. Dilke.—(Received January 27.) 


Sir, Board of Trade, Whitehall Gardens, January 26, 1881. 

1 AM directed by the Board of Trade to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
the 13th instant, transmitting, by direction of Earl Granville, a despatch from the British 
Directors of the Suez Canal Company relative to the dues levied on gross tonnage by the 
Company in the years 1872-74, and requesting to be informed whether this Department 
advise the publication of the correspondence, as suggested by the Directors. Also with 
reference to the correspondence which has taken place direct between this Board and Sir 
John Stokes. 

In reply, I am to state, for his Lordship’s information, that the Board of Trade quite 
concur with the British Directors of the Caiispa that the papers referred to in their 
letter of the Srd instant on this subject should be published, together with those mentioned 
in their despatch of the 18th November last on the subject of pilotage dues. 

I am also to state that the Board have given directions that all correspondence 
between this Department and the Directors is to take place in future through the Foreign 
Office. 

The two despatches forwarded in your letter are returned herewith, as requested. 

lL have, &c. 
(Signed) THOMAS GRAY. 





